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THE, 


AMERICAN qyunisn, 


CO 


I. WHETHER Americans: Wir 
not a right to ſpeak their ſenti- 
ments on ſubjects of government; 
and whether all attempts to check 
and diſcourage freedom of ſpeech, 
any farther than to prevent the 
licentious abuſes of it, are not to 
be conſidered as unwarrantable 
uſurpations, tending to introduce 
and eſtabliſh a bondage of the 
worſt kind? 
2. Whether Americans How 
not an equal right to expreſs their 
ſentiments, when they happen to 


differ from, as when they hap- 


pen to correſpond with, the popus 


lar opinion 
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„„ 
3. Whether I differ more from 
another, than he differs from me; 


and, conſequently, whether he has 
a better right to abuſe me for a 


difference of ſentiment, than [ 
have to abuſe him? 

4. Whether bigotry be not na- 
turally productive of intolerance; 
and whether bigotry and intole- 


rance in politicks be not as abſurd 


in reaſon, as mean in their na- 
ture, and as deſtructive to ſociety, 


as bigotry and intolerance j in Lmat- 


1 


ters of religion? 

5. Whether there can be a 
greater proof of bigotry, either 
in religion or politicks, than an 
obſtinate reſolution to hear or ſee 
nothing that is offered on the 
ſubject in queſtion, by perſons 


4 


61 n Og 


16 10 
who are ſuppoſed to be of diffe- 
rent ſentiments? _ _ 

6, Whether ſach a reſolution 
be not alſo a proof, that a man. 
18 conſcious of the weakneſs of his, 
cauſe, and afraid of the force of 
thoſe arguments which may be 
offered againſt him? [> out 

7. With regard to the preſent 
diſputes between the Britiſh Ame- 


rican colonies and their mother 


country, Whether there be not 
many of the coloniſts, who, by 
refuſing to hear or ſee What is 
offered on the fide of govern- 
ment *, betray the abovemention- 
ed 9 and fear? 


* Tt is ſaid that many perſons, and ſome 
who hold places of truſt under government, 
have-put a ſtop to their News-papers, not be- 
cauſe the advocates for the colonies are not 


: 


Ce) 


480 Whether political bodies 40 | 


not refemble animal bodies in 


many reſpecks; and whether, 
when they are diſordered, the 
fame regimen and management 
Which are needful for one, may 


not Be proper for the orher, 1 in fi- 


17 J 


milar a i 
9. Whether" the American co- 
lonies db not confider themſelves 
as compoſin g one diſtinct politi- 
cal body f; and whether this bo- 
dy does not appear at this time 
to - See nf diſordered? 
Whether the diſorder of 


hel nde, to ſpeak in langua ge 


allowed fair play by the printer, dur Berau 
thoſe who are diſpoſed to think more favour- 
ably of the adminiſtration than ſome of their 
neighbours, are allowed to ſpeak | 


+* "They" form one political body, of 


which cu cr = is a member. 
Pennſylvania abt Letters. 


( 9 +) 


raken from animal bodies, be not 
of the | fevers/þ kind, as it is at- 


tended with an irregular high 
pulſe, and diſcovers, in ſome 
parts, a dangerous ſwelling and 


inflammation; and whether it 
has not been occaſioned, in a 
great meaſure, by their own in. 


prudence and temperance ? 


11, Whether heating doſes do 
not, in all caſes, tend to increaſe 
a fever; and whether inflamma- 


tory publications and harangues 
be not ſo many heating doſes, 
with regard to political bodies? 


12. Whether, in inveſtigatin 8 * 


the nature and cauſe of diſorders, 
and in fixing upon a method of 


cure, We ought not to have re- 
courſe to plain facts, and to ge- 


neral and eſtabliſhed principles, 
B 


(ao) 
inſtead of being governed by the 


advice, and relying upon the opi- 


nions of - notorious quacks and 
empirics, who have abet in 
deceiving us? 
13. Whether ſome Fur of 
reſpect be not always due from 
inferiors to ſuperiors, and eſpe- 
cially from children to parents; 
and whether the refuſal of this 
on any occaſion, be not a viola- 
tion of the general laws of ſocie- 
ty, to ſay nothing here of the o- 
bligations of religion and mora- 
litey ? 
14. whether what 3 
right conduct among men, does 
not conſtitute right conduct a- 
mong ſocieties, or bodies of men, 
with regard to one another; and 
whether the latter can be leſs cri- 


Em) 
minal, or their conduct leſs diſ- 
guſting and ſhocking to the ge- 
nuine feelings of the moral ſenſe, 
when they tranſgreſs the com- 
mon rule of n ee the for- 

mer? 2101 5 { — 
15. Whether Great Brimin ws 
not a relation to theſe colonies; fi- 
milar to that of a parent to chil- 


dren and whether any parent can 
put up with ſuch diſreſpectfuland 


abuſive treatment from children, 
as Great- Britain has lately receiv- 
ed from her colonies? 0 

16. Whether all true friends 
to the © colonies, with whatever 
zeal they may think themſelves 
bound to aſſert and ſupport their 
claim, ought not, from à regard 
both to duty and ſafety, on every 
proper otcaſion,. to expreſs their 

B 2 


En) 
diſapprobation of a behaviour, 
which is indecent and ſhameful 
in itſelf, and which has brought 
upon the Americans the indigna- 
tion ot a power, which the proud 
eſt nation in Europe reveres, and | ty, 
under whoſe  reſentments - the || tifh 
{ſtrongeſt would tremble? - Bored 
-. 17. Whether it be a mark ei- f 
ther of wiſdom or candour to be- 
heve, declare, or inſinuate, that 
Great - Britain has acted altogether. 

from wrong motives, and the co- 
lonies altogether from rightones? juf 
18. Whether there can be any 
medium between ſubjects and not 
ſubjects; and whether, if the A- 
mericans be not Britiſh ſubjects, 
they are not, with regard to Great- 
Britain, aliens and foreigners? 
19. Whether, if the colonies rer 


(- 49} 
ur, be a part of the great Britiſh com- 
ful [| munity, they are not neceſſarily 
7 ſabje&, in all caſes, to the juriſ- 
ia- I diction of that legiſlative power 
d- | whach repreſents this communi- 
nd: 
he 


ty, or, in other words, to the Bri- 
tiſh parliament? 
20. Whether. the ſupreme le- 


does not neceſſarily extend to all 


whether any place, to which this 
authority does not extend, - can 


s? || juftly be ſaid to be a part of its 


J's mien; | 
21. Whether, in conſequence 


t- | ftructions and remote inferences, 
| which are contrary to the appa+ 
28- | rent intereſt and deſign of the 


giſlative authority of every nation 


the dominjons of that nation; and 


of a general grant, particular 
claims, founded upon partial con- 


140 g 
| granter, can — makes in | + 4 
law. or in equity? Li to! 
232. Mhether ro direft* eil Wa 
dence has hitherto appeared int | to 
favour of the exemption for I nio 
which the colonies contend; and || cor 
whether it does not concern the 
managers of their cauſe, previ- pol 
ouſly to any other ſteps, to pros || exc 
duce! ſuch evidence in PRs of || fur 
their claim?” 1 i iche 
23. Whether cheye be any gr 
| got or probability, that; 'when || 
the firſt grants of land in America || co! 
were made by the Britiſh crown þ wi 
to Britiſh ſubjects; it was intend- loi 
ed by the former, or underſtood || th 
by the latter, that they were to be 
no longer ſubject to the ſupreme || 101 
legiſlative OE of the Britiſh Gi 
nation? 3484 W. 


9 


in 24. Whether, ſuppoſing this 


to have been really intended, it 


was in the power of the crown 


to alienate. any part of its domi 
nions, without the advice and 
conſent of parliament?: 

25: Whether the above fap- 


poſition does not imply, that the 
executive power is able at plea- 


ſure, to annul, alter, or reſtrain 
the legiſlative power, which is the 


greateſt abſurdity? - andy © 


26. Whether the exemption 
contended. for be not inconſiſtent 


with the nature of dependent co- 


lonies, and compatible only with 

the idea of independent ſtates? 
27. Whether a right in the co- 

lonies to chooſe which laws of 


Great-Britain they will obey, and 


which they will, diſobey, would 
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4 
leave any odligation ro obedience Fer 
at all? 7 
28. Whether, in auch à caſe, 
the Americans, being not Engliſh 
ſubjects, can claim the protection 
of the Engliſh laws, or talk of colo 
their rights as Engl; A with any tir 
_ propriety? lice; 
29. Whether there has ever fity: 
been a time, fince the ſettlement | inte 
of the colonies, in which the na- mer 
tion appears to have thought, that I Exe1 
it had not a full and compleat rate 
right of juriſdiction over them, ¶ ſup 
notwithſtanding the privileges nat 
granted them by charter? FR 
30. Whether there has ever || obe 
been a time, in which the colo- I Bri 
nies appear to have thought, that | OT 
the nation had not a full and I fer 
compleat right of juriſdiction © * 


t KN 
wer” them, till abour the ' year 


176425 
31. Whether more was ex- 


granted, by charter, to any of the 


fity, granted for the purpoſe of 
internal regulation and govern- 


exempt any ſociety, or incorpo- 
rated body whatever, from the 
ſupreme legiſlative power of that 
nation, to which it belongs? 


32. Whether, on the contrary, 
ver | obedience to the laws of Great- 
lo- Britain, without any reſtriction 


jat or exception, was not clearly ob- 


nd ſerved in all the charters granted 
on || to the colonies; and particularly, 


C 


preſsly granted, or meant to be 
colonies, than authority for regu- 


ating reſpectively their own po- 
lice; and whether ſuch an autho- 


ment, can be fairly conſtrued to 


1648.0 

whether the right of parliament. toſ aftei 
lay taxes, was not expreſsly and li- proj 
terally obſerved in the charter of | and 
Pennſylvania? 15 5 
33. Whether, therefore, the 
Pennſylyanians ought not now to 
be out of the queſtion, as they 
can have no plauſible pretence 
for urging a claim, from which 
they have been precluded by their 

own former ſtipulation? 
34. Whether the firſt charter 
it which was granted, for the pur- 
- Pole of colonization, by the crown 
of England in 1606, and the- 
cond,. which was granted three 
years afterwards, did not ſubject 
the two Virginia companies to 
laws. made by a council of the I the 
Proprietors reſiding in England, || nal 
firſt nominated by the crown, and || ter 


— 


d li- 
r of 


( 9) 
ut tof afterwards to be elected by the 


proprietors reſiding in England 
and whether the ſame chatters 
did not provide, that even the 
King might tax all the inhabi- 
tants within the grant, by his ſole 
prerogative, without conſulting 


his parliament, and appropriate 


the monies, thus raiſed by taxes, 
for 'the "uſe and benefit of the 
crown only? 

35. Whether the territory ae 
ed upon theſe terms did not ex- 
tend from latitude 34 to latitude 
45, and include all the country 
lying between Carolina and No- 
va-Scotia, and conſequently the 
preſent New- England colonies”; 
the inhabitants of which origi- 
nally ſettled under the very char- 
ters above-mentioned, after hav- 

* 2 


( 20 ) 
ing purchaſed from one of thoſe 
mn! ; . 

36. Whether the Median Gen 
company had authority, under 
their firſt charter, to aſſeſs or tax 
the inhabitants for any. purpoſes 
whatever; ; and whether their hav- 
ang levied money of the inhabitants was 
not alledged in the writ of ſcire 
 facias iſſued againſt · their charter, 
in the reign of Charles the ſecond, 
as an act of notorious delinquen- 
cy, upon which, judgment was 


given againſt them in the court 
of King's-Bench, and the charter '' 


vacated! 


37. Whether, in the new 0 


ter, which was granted them by 
William and Mary, and under 
which they have been governed 
to the preſent year, the power of 


62 


levying taxes is not reſtrained al- 


together to provincial and local 


purpoſes, and allowed to be exer- 


ciſed over ſuch only as are inhabi- 
tantzand proprietors in the province, 
ſo that the Engliſh traders and 


their goods, which may happen 


to be in any of the ports of the 
province, are entirely exempted 
from this authority? 
38. Whether the whole tenor 
of this charter does not operate 
againſt the claim that is made by 
the people of the Maſſachuſett's 


Bay, evidencing the limitation of 


their legiſlative authority, inſtead 
of reſtraining the power of the 
Britiſh parliament? 
39. Whether the charter grant- 
ed to Lord Baltimore, in 1632, 
did not expreſsly provide, that the 


( 22 ) 

inhabitants of Maryland, for the ling. 
future, ſhould be ſeparated from be v 
Virginia, and not dependent up- and 
on the government of that, or any I ſupr 
other colony; Bur, that they! 4 
ſhould be fubjeft immediately to the I Carc 
Crown of England, as. n reig 
thereof forever? l 

40. Whether the charters grant- 
ed by Charles the ſecond, to the 
inhabitants of Connecticut and 
Rhode-lſland, are more than bare 
charters of incorporation, erecting 
them reſpectively into corporate 
bodies, and empowering them to 
perform corporate acts, in the 
ſame manner, ſay the charters, 
« as other our lege people of this 
« our realm of England, or any other 
corporation, or body politic, with- 4 
in thelame;” neceſlarily imply- I Cro 


( 23 ) 1 os 
the ing, that they were thought to 
om be within the realm of England, 
up- and ſubject in all caſes, to the 
Ny (ſupreme authority of the realm? 
ey] 41. Whether the charter of 
the | Carolina, granted in the ſame 
img Breign, did not fully declare the 

I like dependency of the inhabi- 
nt- | tants, in the following words: 
the “Our will and pleaſure is, that 
nd . they be ſubject immediately to 
are “ our crown of England, as de- 
ng pending thereof forever; and 
ate “ that the inhabitants ſhall nor, 
to g“ at any time, be liable to anſwer 
the J“ to any matter out of our ſaid 
rs, “ province, other than in our 
this “ realm of England, and domi- 
ner “ minion of Wales?” | 
th- | 42. Whether ſubjection to the 
ly- {Crown of England ever meant, 


9 > — 
— = 


ſonal. capacity; and whether the 


Preſsly reſerved, was to be of the 


1 
in public inſtruments, ſubſection 
only to him who held the crown 
of England, in his private or per- 


laws do not always mean, by the 
authority. of - the crown, the ſu- 
preme authority of the nation, 
repreſented by the crown 18 

43. Whether the uſe of the n? 
great ſeal of England, in ratify- 
ing the grants above-mentioned, 
does not prove that, in each in- 
ſtance, the whole affair, on one 
ſide, was a public tranſaction, and 
in behalf of the nation, and that | 
the ſubjection, or dependency, ex- 


ſame extent with the authority 

that required it? | 
44. Whether it does not ap- 

pear from acts that have been 


— * 


6). 

made in every reign, ſince the 
ounding of the colonies,” that it 
was the ſenſe of parliament, that 
its authority over the American 
the Iplantations was as full and unli- 


his Majeſty's dominions? 

| 45. Whether the preamble to 
the Jan act of the parliament in 1650, 
although the act itfelf was un- 
conſtitutional and invalid, did not 
expreſs the opinion of the viſeſt 
men in the nation, and even of 
nd che /ne of liberty, at that time, with 
hat regard to the point in queſtion, 


rica, that they had « ever, ſince 


it 

je «the planting thereef, been, and 
ap- ought to be, ſubject to ſuch 
ys © laws, orders and regulations, as 


D 


mited, as over any other part of 


when it declared, concerning the 
the colonies and plantations in Ame- 


or Im | 
« tre or {hall be made by the par- 
« hament of England?” 
46. Whether the following 
acts, viz. of the 12th, 15th; and 
25th of Charles II. —of the 7th 
and '8th of William and Mary, 
and more particularly an act paſ*Þ 
fed the ſame year, entitled, Ana 
e act for preventing frauds, and 
regulating abuſes in the plans 
XE tatious, and an act of the 1 1th, 
of the fame reign, for the trial off 4 
pirates in America - an act of the whe 
9th of Queen Ann, for eſtabliſh- 
ing the poſſ - oſſice, in order that 
« her Majeſty may be ſapplirxd, and 
the revenue ariſing by the ſaid 
office better improurd, ſettied and Jaw 
« ſtrured to her Majeſty, her heirs and Sir 
* ſucceſſors” Land the ſeveral acts 
made in che late reign, relating to 


„„ 

are he manufacturing of hats, the 
naturalization of foreigners, and 
vingfrendering lands in America aſ- 


andi ſets, &c. I ſay, whether ſuch a ſuer 


7 thſee on of ſuch acts does not af. 
ary, ford compleat evidence, that the 


pal-Boarliament has always claimed, 


Anand exerciſed, an unlimited jurif- 
and diction over the colonies, when- 
an fever the e Was — to 
th, require it? 

off 47. Whether in the las reign, 
the Þ when the aſſembly of Jamaica 
h- withheld the uſual grants for the 
nat, ſupport of government in that 
inland, and the miniſtry defired 


ud che opinion of thoſe two eminent 
nd lawyers, Sir Clement Wearg, and 
Sir Philip York, then attorney and 
ts I folicitor general, on this point, 


0} whether the King, or his privy 
D 2 
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council, had not a right to levy] 


upon the inhabitants the taxes 
that were wanted; they did not 


reply in the following words: 


That if Jamaica was ſtill to be 
conſidered as a conquered iſland, 


the King had ſuch a right; but 


if it was confidered in the ſame 
“light with the other colomes, no 
tax could be impoſed on the in- 
* habitants, but by the aſſembly 
* of the iſland, or by act of . 
« ment ?” 

48. Whether the ri ight of par- 


colonies, which appears to have 


never been queſtioned in Eng- 
land; was not generally admitted 
in the colonies, and the exerciſe 
of it thought expedient and ne- 
ceſſary ſo very lately as in 17552 


lament to impoſe taxes upon the, 


„ 
49. Whether the congreſs at 
Albany in that year, conſiſting of 
gentlemen of the firſt character 
from moſt of the colonies, did 
not approve of, and agree to, the 


application ſhould be made to 
„ parliament, to impower the commix- 
10 tees of the ſeveral colonies to tax 
in- them, in proportion to their 
bly reſpective abilities, in order to 
-lia-Y raiſe a general fund for the-egin- 
mon defence? 
50. Whether, N Mr: Shir- 
; ley' splan, including this-propoſal, 
was laid before the aſſembly of 


New-York, it was not reſolved by 


that houſe, after a proper diſcuſ- 
fion of all the particulars, That 
the ſcheme propoſed by gover- 
nor Shirley, for the defence of 


propoſal of general Shirley, that 


rieren 
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499 
the Britiſh colonies in North · 
« America, is well concerted, and 
* that this colony joins therein?” 
51. Whether it. could have 
been the opinion of general Shir- 
ley; or of the gentlemen at the 
congreſs, or of the houſe of aſ- 
ſembly in New-York, that the 
parhament could delegate a pow- 
er to others, with which they 
were not veſted themſelbes. 
52. Whether it has not been 2 
ſtanding maxim with our judges 
and lawyers, however ſome of 


lately, that the original ſettlers of 
the colonies brought ovef with 
them the laws of England that 
were then in force, from which 
they were not releaſed by any ſub- 
ſequent charters; and that albacts 


them may have departed from it Allo 


113 
of parliament that have paſſed ſince 


that period, in which the deſign 


of extending them to the colonies 
is expreſſed, have, and ought to 
have, the force and obligation of 
laws upon the colonies in general? 

53. Whether the utmoſt claim 
of the coloniſts, at che time of the 
late Hamp-uct, was more than an 
exemption from the authority of 
parliament, as far as it related to 
internal taxation, 5 the purpoſe of a 
revenue! 


54: Whether it was not then 


allowed by the public advocates 
for American liberty, that the par- 
hament had a right to regulate the 
trade of the colonies, and to lay 
duties both on their imports and 
Exports * 

The very reſpactable author of a leading 
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35. Whether the parliament; 


| reading from, but not meaning 


pamphlet 1 in thoſe times, entitled, Conſfh dera- 
lion on the propriety of impoſing taxes, &c! de- 
clares his. opinion 'in; the following words; 
The ſubordination of the colonies, and the 
«© authority of the parliament to preſerve it, 
have been fully acknowledged. Not only 
« the welfare, but perhaps the exiſtence : -of 
* the mother-country, as an independent 
« kingdom, may depend upon her trade and 
navigation, and theſe (may depend) ſo far 
« upon her intercourſe with the colonies, 
ic that, if it ſhould'be neglected, there would 
« ſoon be an end to that commerce, whence 
« her greateſt wealth is derived, and upon 
«which her maritime power 1s principally 
% founded. From theſe confiderations, the 


* right of the Britiſh parliament, to regulate Þ 
** the trade of che colonies, may be juſtly de- 


« duced; a denial of it would contradict the 
6 admiffion of the ſubordination, and of the 
© authority to preſerve it, reſulting from the 
«nature of the relation between the mother- 
« country and her.colonies. It is a common, 
and frequently the maſt proper method to re- 
e gulate trade by duties on imports and exports. 
The authogizy of the mother- country to 


* 


WM 
o give up, the right of taxation, 
did not then meet the colonies 


© regulate the _— the i being un- 


0 Ar what regulations are moſt 


proper, are to be of courſe ſubmitted to the 
© determination of the parliament; and if an 
* incidental revenue ſhould be produced by 
* ſuch regulations, theſe are not therefore 
* unwarrantable. Fel 
A right to impoſe an 1 tax on the 
© colonies, without their conſent, for the 
* ſingle purpyſe of a revenue, is denied; a right 
* to regulate their trade, without their conſent, 
eis admitted, The impoſition of a duty may, 
& in ſome inſtances, be the proper regulation. 
If che claims of the mother-country and the 
s colonies ſhould ſeem on ſuch an occaſion to 
« ;nterfere, and the point of right to be 


| © doubtful (which I take to be otherwiſe) it is 


1e eaſy to gueſs that the determination will be 
on the fide of power, and that the inferior 
« will be conſtrained to ſubmit.” | 

The worthy author of the Pennſylvania Far- 
mers Letters, ſays : ** The parliament unque- 
* ſtionably poſſeſt a legal authority to regu- 
c late the trade of Great Britain and and all 
<« her colonies: ſuch an authority is eſſential to 
* the relation between a mother country and 


E 


az >. * — _ 
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upon their, own grou nd, exerciſ © 4 
ing no more than the right that —_ 
had been admitted, of regulating | Ur 
their trade, and impoſing duties for: 
upon a few of their own exports tha 
0 the colonies? ky ries 
56. Whether a regard. to de- anc 
cency and conſiſtency ought not | Cr 
to have produced in the Ameri- ® 
cans a quiet and peaceable ſub- | 2. 
miſſion to an act, which was ine 
framed on the very principles that 
had been ſo lately eſtabliſhed, in 
behalf of the colonies? But, 


*© her colonies, and neceſſary for the common 
| „ good of all. He who conſiders theſe pro- 
« vinces, as /ftates diſtinct from the Britiſh em- 
* pire, has very ſlender notions of juſtice, or PC 
* of their intereſts: | we are but parts of a 
% whsle, and therefore there muſt exiſt a power Pe 
** ſomewhere to preſide and preſerve the connec- of 
© tion in due order ; this Pawer is loaged i in the be 
„% PARLIAMENT,” ©. 


1 

ci 57. Whether the colonies did 
hatf not then introduce a new diſtinc- 
ing tion, to take off the foree of their 
ties former conceſſions, contending 
»rts that duties laid upon the neceſſa- 
ries of life, ſuch as paper, glaſs, 
and paint, (which, by the way, 
can be called neceſſaries only by 
a violent hyperbole) were equivalent 
to an internal tax, and therefore 
inadmiſlible? D „ 

58. Whether the pirliannent, 
in farther compliance with this 
diſtinction, did not then withdraw 
the duties they had laid upon 
ab neceſſaries, reſerving only, as 
a mark of their authority to im- 
or poſe taxes, a ſmall duty of three 
pence per pound, upon an article 
-c- | of ſheer luxury, which can never 

be materially uſeful to any of the 
E 2 
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_ colonies, and which has been ve- 
ry hurtful to all of them, occaſi- 
oning ſuch an expenſive manner 
of living as the inhabitants in 
general are unable to afford 
39. Whether the oppoſition 
now made to this trifling duty, 
upon a hurtful luxury, is not as 
general, as vigorous, as clamo- 
rous, and as injurious to private 
property, and the alarm of dan- 
ger to our conſtitutional rights, 
ſounded with as much vehemence 
and vociferation, as in the time 
of the ſtamp- act: 

2 Whether the facts ** al- 
Iuded to, following one another 
in ſo' cloſe a ſucceſſion, do not 
amount to a clear proof, that eve- 
ry indulgence or conceſlion grant- 
ed to the colonies operates againſt 


- <a... " 
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19 
the authority of parliament, as 
for every inch given from a prin- 


ciple of generoſity, an ell is de- 
manded as matter of right; and 
whether the inference be not na- 


tural, that nothing leſs will ſatis- 
fy the colonies, than an abſolute 
renunciation of all claim of au- 


thority or juriſdiction, 1 in the Pri- 


1 


tiſh parliament? 

61: Whether the maxim, that 
Engliſhmen are bound by no laws 
but ſuch as they conſent to, either 
perſonally, or by their repreſenta- 
tives, has not been groſsly miſun- 
derſtood by our American patri- 
ots, and very abſurd inferences 
been drawn from it. 


62. Whether the Engliſh con- 


ſtitution does not make the king 


and parhament the repreſentatives 


= 


— * 


4145+ e 
of all the people within the king- 
dom, whether they be actual e- 
lectors or-non-electors? | 
63. Whether a great part of 
the people in England can be ſaid 
to give their conſent to the laws 
that are made, by any other re- 
preſentatives than theſe? 
64. Whether perſons who have 
a right to vote in the election for 
members of parliament, are not 
often bound by laws, to which 
they conſent in no ſhape, except 
as above-mentioned; they not ap- 
proving of the laws; and even the 
members for the county or bo- 
rough, in which they voted, op- 
poſing and proteſting againſt the 
laws at the time of making them? 
65. Whether, for inſtance, a 
duty has not been laid upon hops, 


„ 
and an exciſe upon cyder, when 


the hop · growers, and the makers 


of cyder, and their friends in par- 
liament, have uſed their utmoſt 
influence to prevent the paſſing 
of the law? 

66. Whether therefore the con- 
ſent given by them to the law, 
was not a conſent without their 


approbation or liking; and whe- 


ther ſuch a conſent, which is the 
only one given by many Engliſh- 


men, be the privilege for which 


the colonies contend ? 

67. Whether therefore the ma- 
xim, that Engliſhmen are bound 
only by laws to which they con- 
ſent, can be true, otherwiſe than 
of the nation collectively, or the bo- 
dy of the people, while great num- 


n 
bers of them are forced to ſubmit 
to many laws with reluctance? 
68. Whether, if it were al- 


lowed to the colonies to ſend 


members to parliament of their 
on chuſing, they would EN 
of the offer? 

69. Whether, while they would 
refuſe to ſend members to parli- 
ament, they have any right to ex- 
claim againſt acts of parliament, 
on account of their having no 
members in parliament to repre- 
ſent them diſtin&ly ? 


70. Whether the privileges en- 


joyed by virtue of the Engliſh 
conſtitution of government are 
not political privileges; and whe- 
ther the natural right of the Ame- 
ricans can entitle them to the po- 
litical privileges of Engliſhmen, 
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any more than to the political Pri- 
vileges of Dutchmen *? 


71. Whether upon a review 
of the arguments that have been 


0 This query is 1 by che — — ; 
of ſome of our former aſſemblies, and of ſome 
of our late county committees; and by aa 
Engliſh pamphlet, lately re: printed in New- 
York, entitled, Confiderations on the meaſures 
carrying on with reſpect to the Britiſh colonies in 
America. The author of the pamphlet, who 
writes altogether ad populum, founds the claim 
of the Americans, firſt, upon the natural 
rights of mankind ; ſecondly, upon the En- 
- gliſh conſtitution; and, thirdly, -upon the 
provincial charters, He offers not much in 
ſupport of the „irt of theſe points, - becauſe 
the poſition would not admit of much to be 
ſaid in its favour ; he ſays but very little in 
ſupport of the /zcond, becauſe he has more re- 
Fpeft for thoſe able perſons who have handled 
the ſubject before him, than to go over it 
again ſo much to its diſadvantage ; and he ſays 
nothing at all upon the third, becauſe he very 
judiciouſly thinks it beſt, to leave the particu- 
lars of this ſubje to themſelves (the Americans) 
who are beſt acquainted with them. 

| F 


oY r 
uſed in favour of the colonies, it 
be reaſonable to expect that the 
Britiſh parliament will be con- 
vinced by them; or that, without 
conviction, after their right to go- 
vern, and regulate the trade of, 
the colonies; has been ſo inde- 
cently queſtioned and denied, they 
will not aſſert it in ſuch a way, as 
ſhall be thought moſt expedient 
and effectual. | 

72. Whether an effectual ſup- 
port of the authority of parlia- 
ment, after ſuch a denial of it, 
can be ſuppoſed to have ſo light 
an effect upon the property of A- 
mericans, as the ſmall duty upon 
tea, if quietly ſubmitted to, ne- 
ceſſarily would have ? X. 

73. Whether therefore thoſe 
patriotic gentlemen, and patriotic 


tc 


& 48 ) 
labourers and mechanicks, who have 


. Urged on a greater evil, in order 


to avoid a leſs, are in reality, what- 
ever they may have intended, 
friends to their country? 
74. Whether intereſted, de- 
ſigning men —or men who court 
popularity as the great Sultana of 
their affections ——-or ignorant 


men, bred to the loweſt occupa- 


tions, who have no knowledge of 
the general principles upon which 
civil ſociety ſhould be always efta- 
bliſhed——are any of them qua- 
lified for the direction of political 
affairs, or en to be ae with 
62. 

7 5; Whether this old ls: Ne 


rule, and proper for this day? + 


7 6. Whether the colonies, in 
F 2 


(a 3 


4 great meaſure, have not, for ten 


years paſt; been under an iniqui- 
tous and tyrannical government, 
namely, the government of un- 
principled mobs; and whether ex- 
perience has not yet convinced us, 
that this mode of governing a 
n is moſt deteſtable?? 

77. Whether the ons of liberty 
dave ever-willmgly allowed to o- 
thers the liberty of thinking and 
acting for themſelves; and he- 
ther any other liberty than that 
of doing as they ſhall direct, is to 
be expected during their admini- 
ftration? - 

78. Whether it would not be 
ſafer, both to our liberty and pro- 
perty, to be under the authority 
of the Britiſh parliament, and ſub- 

ject to all thoſe duties and taxes 


XES 


1 


which they might think fit to in - 


poſe, 'than. to be under the go- 
vernment of the American ſons: of 


Liberty, without paying any du- 


ties or taxes at all? 

79. Whether the waking 
oppoſition that has been made to 
parliament has not, ſince the com - 
mencement of the preſent year, 


been a greater expence to the A- 


mericans, if we allow for the ne- 
glect of buſineſs, and extraordi- 
nary tavern expendes, than all the 
duties with which the parliament 
would probably charge us, would 
amount to in fifty years? 

80. Whether if the Britiſh par- 
liament ſhould only leave us to 
ourſelves, as ſome wiſe perſons 
have ſeriouſly adviſed; or if we 
were able to compel them to ſub- 


(.46 ). 

mit to our on terms, which no 
wiſe perſon can imagine that we 
are; either event would not be 


nies, in its natural conſequences, 

as the peſtilence or a famine? 

8 81. Whether, without the ſu- 

; perintending authority of Great- 

Britain to reſtrain them, the co- 

lonies would not probably be ſoon 

at war among themſelves; and 

ö whether without the ſame autho- 

| | rity to protect them, they would 

vt not probably ſoon become a prey 
1 to ſome foreign power? 

| 82, Whether, if the connexion 

| of the colonies with Great-Britain 

were diſſolved, they muſt not im- 

mediately put themſelves under 

the protection of ſome maritime 

power, leſs able to defend them, 


as great a calamity to the colo- 


Ca 
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and leſs diſpoſed to indulge-theit 
froward and petulant humour? 
83. Whether, in ſuch a caſe, 
they would not be obliged to pay 
dearly for the protection afforded 


to their ſhips abroad, or to their 


ſea- ports at home; and whether 
this would not be a, much hea» 
vier burthen, than that of the du- 
ties that have been demanded by 
the Britiſh parliament? 

84. Whether there can be any 
proſpect of peace or ſafety to the 
colonies, while they are under the 
diſpleaſure, and expoſed to the re- 
ſentments of Great-Britain? 

8 5. Whether therefore the re- 
conciliation of Great- Britain to 
her. colonies be not a matter of 
capital and ſupreme importance, to 
promote which, every American 


W = = 
— = 2 * — . 9 
k - 4 bo TO” as — . 


( 48) 

is bound, in duty to his country; 
and as he values be peace of Jeru- 
falem, to contribute his beſt wiſhes, 
5-4 and endeavours? 

86. Whether every thing that 
tends to obſtruct fo deſireable an 
event, ought not to be. conſcien- 
tiouſly avoided, and treated with 
r ee 4g N 


be ſuppoſed at preſent to be in 
ſuch 'a condition, or of ſuch a 
temper, as patiently to put up 
with our bullying and abufive 
language, to ſubmit to our re- 
proaches, or to be intimidated 
with our threatenings? 

88. Whether, on the er 
hand, the cominuance of ſuch 
Provocations will not neceſſarily 
increaſe the indignation of 2 


\ 
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87. Whether Great-Britain can 
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nies? 
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power that is irreſiſtible by us, 
and render an accommodation 
impracticable, but upon terms 
the moſt humiliatin gt to the TORS: 


89, Whether the ſeveral col6- 
nies, by having choſen delegates 
to repreſent them at the congreſs, 
have not taken the matter in dif- 
pute out of the hands of the peo- 
ple; and whether thoſe, Who, 


notwithſtanding, ſtill endeavour 


farther to inflame Fas pallions 1 of 


*/ As a ſpecimen of the habgusge with 
which the minds of the deluded: Americans 
are poiſoned againſt the government, by ſome 
of our weekly news- papers, the following paſ- 
ſage is ſelected from Hor er“ s paper of Au- 
guſt 18. ö 

We are affired that Captain William 
< Bull, in a floop from this place, but laſt 
* from the Weſt-Indies, is arrived at Wil- 
“ mington, North-Carolina, and that the in- 

| G 


e 5 
the populace, already intoxicated | v 


with a few magical ſounds, are ſ\ 
not to be; conſidered and treated ir 
as incendiaries, ſcattering abroad T 
the firebrands of faction, in or- |. a 
der to bring on the tee 


* their country ? _ a 

90. Whether what is farther re 
to be offered on the ſubject in di- ri 
ſpute, ſhould not be addreſſed to ti 
the gentlemen of the Congreſs, 


n DYE AN 01 
e habitants of that place have bought his veſ- _ 
e ſel, and are loading her with proviſions for 8 
*© the ſupport of the town of Boſton ; which tl 
ought to be ſupported at the expence of the tl 
{© laſt mite, and even the laſt drop of blood in 
North-America, for their noble ſtand a- . IC 
e gainſt the oppreſſion and tyranny of a mi- 1 
ſerably corrupt, debauched, and almoſt cc 
* bankrupt adminiſtration, devoid of ſenſe, 
© humanity, and every principle ſuperior to 
% that of meer brutes; an adminiſtration, on 
* compared with whom a common r 
robber is almoſt a faint.” & la 


who are entruſted with, and an- 


and impartial repreſentations and 


the Congreſs, who are generally 
men of property, and have much 
more to riſque than moſt of their 
conſtituents? 


our farmers and mechanics, and 


K 


ſwerable, in no ſmall degree, both 
in this world and the next, for, 
THE FATE OF TRE COLONIES ; 
and whether, in that caſe, if we 
mean not to affront them, cool 


reaſonings ought not to characte- 
riſe our future political produc- 
tions? 

91. Whether full confidence 
ought not to be 'repoſed in the 
wiſdom, the prudence, and patrio- 
tic ſpirit of our repreſentatives at 


92. Whether it be not time far 


labourers, to return to their buſi- 
6 2 
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neſs; and the care of their fantis 


lies; and all ſerious Chriftians, to 
a ſenſe of their duty? 
93. Whether it does not hay 


come us to employ the preſent 


interval of reflexion, in examin- 
ing, how far the principles that 
have been propagated amongſt us 


are conformable to reaſon, and 


productive of good or evil to ſo- 
ciety; and whether, in reality, 
they deſerve to be countenanced 
or diſcouraged? 

94. Whether it N be acti, 
at the ſame time, to conſider, how 
far the ſupreme Governor of the 
world, from whoſe juriſdiction no 
reſolves of town-meetings can ex- 
empt us, may be ſuppoſed, from 
the declarations he has made, to 
approve of our conduct 


„% © & ©, =, 


6 | 
_ $5. Whether the proſperity of 
ſtates, and of all public ſocieries, 
does not depend upon his bleſſing; 
and whether his bleſſing is to be 
otherwiſe expected, than in the 
way of conformity to his pre- 


cepts? 7 


+96. Whether he has given atry 
diſpenſation to the bddy of the 
people, under any government, 
to refuſe honour, or cuſtom, Or tri- 


| bute, to whom they are due; to 


contract. habits of chinking and 
ſpeaking evil of dignities, and to wea- 
ken the natural principle of re- 
ſpect for thoſe in authority? ? 
97. Whether, on the contraty, 
he does not command us to /ubmit 
to every ordmance of man for the Lord's 
Jake; and require us on pain of 
danmation, to be duly /ubjedt' to the 


00+) © 
hig ber powers, and not to reſiſt. heir Ec 
lawful authority? + | 4 
98. Whether, if it Sould PA t 
| aptly appear, that the claim of 
the Britiſh parliament 1s juſt, and 
according to law, it be not a ne- 
ceſſary conſequence, that the co- 
lonies have reſiſted that power, 
which is rdained of God, and are 
in the high road to open a 
2003 i ont 
99. Whether thoſe, . on 
the preſent. occaſion, ſo zealouſly 
_proclaim- their attachment to re- 
Volution principles, give not too much 
reaſon to ſuſpect, that they are 
fond of revolutions? But after 
I oo. Whether it be not a mat- 
ter both of worldly wiſdom, and 
of indiſpenſible Chriſtian duty, in 


| Ei 1-22 208 
every American, to fear the Lord 
and the King, and to meddle not with 
them that are GIVEN TO CHANGE ? 
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